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Dhcar Jim Axaereng:

Tee Stale Clearmghouss submithed the thove named Draft EIR, co selected gmte agencies for review. On the
enciosed Document Details Report plasse pate that the Clearinabowie has Hated the state ayeasies that
meviewed your document. The rovew périod closed ea Oetober 26, 2001, asd 1he comenents from the
respanding sgency (bes) is (are) enclosed. 17 s comment package 15 not (o order, plewss nocly the State
Craringheuse rmmedaamly. Pleass refer to the projest’s ten-digst Stare Clearinghouse mumber in fusure
carrespomdence 4o thay we may respond prompthy.

Plessc noe that Section 21 10442) of the Califorsis Pubslic Rasouress Code stabes that

“& respoiainbe o7 et public ageney akail caly meke substantve commmenss regandang those
ectivities invobved in a project which ars within ap arex of expernise of the egeney or which are
required ta be carried out or approved by the agency, These coomments shall be supperted by
gpecific documentalsen.”

Thess commens ars farwanded for wie o preparing vour final ¢avironmenial document, Sheuld yeu pesd
mae infermetion or clarificanon of the enélosed commenss, we recomemend tha: you contact the
corEmEntisg apensy dereotly

Thas wener acknowladzes tut you have complied with the Sue Clearinghoase roaew regumements for draft
ey snmenl denursns, pumam o e Califarmis Esviroomental Qualey Acs. Plesse contest the Smos
Clearinghause at (916) 4450613 if vou have soy Questions regarding (be exvironmenial soview proosss.

Sinpcerely,
Termy Roberts
Senwor Plonger, State Clearinphouse

Entlognres
ool Eesouness Agency
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SCH#
Project Titie
Load Agency

State Clearinghouse Data Base

1989042079
Tourslal Rermedaton'Cleanup Project
Tieehe Substances Control, Cepanment of

Type
Descriplion

EIR Draft EIR

The remedEation imobes the characengabes, heatment, 3nd remaval of oronance pnd axpEizsnes
(QE) and chamstally conaennaled ol ai the Project Sits.

Lead Agency Contact

Mazmme
Agancy
Fhone
emali
Hddress

City

Jim Ausineng
Cepartment of Taxe Substances Coniral
916 285-3702

E800 Cal Ceanter D

SACTATHEMED St A Zip O5E36-3200

Froject Location

Counly
Gity

Regron
Cross Stroels
Fareelido

Solana
Benicia

Ross Drive, East Ind Stest

Township

24 Range 3N

Proximity te:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Sehoals
Land Use

730,680
Lirisn Pacihs
Katihaw Tumar

The propery is comendy undeveloped coan space, land use deagnations are open space 3nd single
family resicenta .

Project lesuwes

ApsthelicVisual; Alr Quality; Geclogic/Seismic, Noisa: PopulstionHousing Balanes: Public Seraces,
Recreation/Parks; Schoals Universties; Soil Ernsion'CompactionGrading: ToxioHazardous:
TraMic/Circulation, Vegetation; Water Quality; Walsr Supply; WellandMiparian; Wikdite; Growth
Inducng: Landuse; Cumuiative Efecls

Rueviewing
Agencies

Resourcas Apancy; Depariment of Fsn and Game, Region 3; Dffice of Historic Presenalion;
Depariment ef Parks and Recreafion: Reciamation Baard; San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Deveicprnent Commission; Calllomia Highway Patrel; Caltrans, Distrid 4; Depanrnent of Conservalion;
Department of Health Sardzes: Inlegralod Wasts Maragemeant Bogrg: Regional Waler Qualty Confrol
Board, Regmn 2 Nalve Amedcan Herlsos Commission: State Lands Commissian

Date Recelved

faM 2200 Scart of Rewview 08/ 22001 End of Review 10630

Hete: Sianks in dala Felds result from insufficient information provided By lead agency.
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SCH# 1999042079

Mr. Jim Austreng

Department of Taxic Substances Control
8800 Cal Center Drive

Sacramenio, CA 95826-3200

Dear M. Austreng:

TOURTELOT REMEDIATION/CLEANUF PROJECT - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT

Thank you for including the California Depanment of Transporation in the environmental
review process for the above-referenced project. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Study, deted September 2001, and we are satisfied that the proposed activities will not [ M1
significantly ympact the State highway system.

If you have any questions regarding thas letter, please call Rick Koo of my staff at (510) 286-
598E.

Sincerely,

RANDELL H. TWASAKI
Acting Distnet Director

> Joo O Lo,

JEAN C. R.FINNEY
District Branch Chief
IGR/CEQA

c: Katie Shulte Joung (State Clearinghouse)



DEPARATMENT OF THE ARMY UETTER
L5, ARMY ENGNEER DISTRICT SACRAMENTO
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
1315 J STREET

EaCRAMENTD CaLiFORMIA 958182973

October 26, 2001

AEFLF TO
aTRERTION OF

Programs and Projest
Management Division

Mr Jim Austreng, Project Manzger
Department of Toxic Substances Contron
8800 Cal Center Dnive

Sacramento, CA 938326-3200

Diear Mr. Austreng

The U.5. Acmy Corps of Enginears has reviewed the Dreft Remedial Action Plan
and the Draft Environmentel Impact Repon for the Benicia Tourtelot Project Site.
Comments from our review are enclosed.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 557-7905,

Encl Bruce Handel
Project Manager
HTRW Branch



CESPR-PM-H 29 October 2001
MEMORANDUM FOR FUDS UNIT (Mr. Jerry Vincent)

SUBJECT: Review commenis on the Remedizl Acnon Flan, Tounelot Cleanup
Project, Beniciz, Califomia, dated September 2001, | :

1. Executive Summary. The extcunve summary does not provide a complete
review of the investigaticns/actions performed and the responsible
ageéncylorganization conducting the activity. The executive summary provides s
jumble of varieus activities compléted without proper tme seguénce or
responsible organization idsntification and likely does not identify all phasss or
activities completed. By cmitling a complete review, it appears that all activities
mentioned were canducted by the U. 5. Army Corps of Engineers. It should be
made very cicar what activines were completed oy e U. 5. Army Corps of
Engineers under the FUDS Program, and by Granite Maragement Corperation
under the DTS5C Order.

2. Section 1.1 and 1.2, Same comments as in No. 1 above.

LFT]

Section 2.2. Figure 2-7. What is the basis for identifying the “existing open
space with potential for OE™? This figure represents a different area identified in
the Ordnance and Explosives Remedial Design Documen: and sccompanying
Explosives Safety Submirnal for the OE Removal Action for the project site, It
would seern that any and all areas that are being investigated and idenufied for
OE removal actions should be identified in this figure.

4, Section 3.2. Same comment as i No. 1 above,

3. Section 3.2, pg. 3-1, line 34. It 15 unclear what purpase this senlence serves. In
addition, what is the basis for this statement? It could also be stated that this is
true for all areas outside of the project site/areas investigated to date. The
sentence should be eliminated from the document.

6. Section 4.1, pg. 4-1, lines 21-34. This paragraph is very confusing in providing &
¢lear definition of OE Scrap, and should be rewtitten.

Bruce Handel
Project Manager
(916) 557-T906

| 1-2




CESPR-ED-EC

29 October 2001

MEMORANDUM FOR CESPR-ED-PM (B. Handel)

SUBJECT: Review comments = Draft Remedial Acrion Plas, Tonrtelot Cleanug Frorect.

Banicra, California, September 200]

REFERENCE:

A. Engineering Evaluation/Cosi Analyiis Action Memorandum Former Benicia Arsenal
Solano County Califorsia, March 200C,

l. The subject RAP has been reviewed. The fellowing comments are provided for your use.

Th: fﬁ!luw;n, 2 comment Ims buu pmﬂdud prwmusi:.'
urder the Administrative version of the subject
document as well as the associated RUFS Study:

| The proposed zlternative, as presented in section 5.4 of
the subject document, is not consistent with the
recommendations provided by the USACE under
Section 8.2 of reference A.

’ Moreover, the actions described in the document

i indicate that the project site is being prepared for long-
term residential development; the recommendations
providsd under reference (A) are desipred to protect
public bealth and safety if fully implemented.

Z. If you bave any questions pleace contact me by phone at (916) 557-7451 or by e-mail at

[jesparra@spk.usace. army.mil].

JOHN ESPARZA

Chief, Environmental Chemnistry Sectien

Environmental Engineering

ec: Allen Curley, Edward Ketchum (USACE)



CESPH-ED-EF [200-12) 28 Octarer 2001

MEMORANDUM FOR BRAC-ER/IRP UNIT (Ms. Lindz Finley-Mier)

SUBJECT. Review Comments on the Remedial Aclian Plan Tourte st Cleanup Project,
Benacia, Caldomiz

1. Refarancas

a. Remedial Action Fian, Tourteiot Cleanup Projec), Beneci2, Calfornia, prepared by
EartnTecn Corporaion, dated Sept 2001,

b. Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis Action Memoaranoum. Former Benecial Areenal
Solane County, California, dated March 2000

2. A review of the subject docurmnent has been completed. The foliowng comments are
provided for your use,

CMT £ Page | Line # | Comment

i ES-6 | 32 Use ol non-detect as a cleanup level for PAKS s a very expensive
dacision. We have cleaned up PAHs elsewhere in the Bay Areafor | | -8
residential exposure scenarios and did no! use non-detect.

|

34 | Simiiar issue for mercury. Going to ambient levels is costly, Pleass | | |0

clarify.

a3

im
L}

T

24 | Athough use of the S00 mgfkg cleanup value for petraleum
hydrocarbons based on the SF Bay Ragional Water Guality Control
Board's Taste and Odor Criteria makes sense for shallow soils (10" 110
bgs or less) in residential areas, solls deeper than 10° bgs should
net be cleaned up o this strict criteria. Justily why this Is being
proposed for soils at depth.

a
im
i
Y |

4 | ES5B| 34 | Youmention that soils might be treated on site to the PRGs then
discharged on site. Do you have agreed upon discharge levais? [f I-11
not, you may ba required to treat your on-site soils to a lower level

than your in-situ cieanug numbers. Clarify.
5 ES-8 | 15 | You mention “Final Remedial Goals™ ( here, bul they are

never mentioned or noted anywhers else. Are hese differentthan | | |-12
what you are proposing? Clarify.

& 4-3 38 | I'm not sure it is in the bes! interests of the Gov't 1o have you

proposa applying drinking water MCLs to groundwater that is I-13
clearly not going 1o be used es such. Clarify why this is being
proposed?

7T | 45 10 | Why were ambient levels of metals not used in your screaning risk
ass=ssment? This would result in a higher risk (and thus need for -14

remediation) than i they were taken inlo account? Clarity.

] 4-10 43 | Again, your approach of cleaning up soils for heavy metals to

ambient levels is a very expensive approach. Justification for this I-15
neads 1o ba pruu-ig_au.




SUSJIECT Ravew Comments on tha Remesal Actan Blan, Te.1e:0! Creanup Project,

Bereciz, Cabformia

CMT =

]

£-17

Page ' Ling #

' Cammeni

20

Here anc [voughout this cocumen: You refss ta confirmation

samping which usas a “oright Ena” pproach - that is, discrete i

samplas will pe ‘ndividualy compared to the cleanup goals 1o

decide on further remediation. S |

A statistical cenirmatien sampling methoselogy neecs 1o be
| proposed io be acceptable.

ic

!

WWas vour irtent of using 2 glabgl aroient for dioxinfiuran fos sile .

| cisanup goals discussed with the USACE toxicologial? Did you not |

have lacal ambient data? Clarity

11

. Sge comment 3

[ 12

| term Nabikty

I'm not clear why Allernative SA was sslectes, it results In 3 ot of
off-site disposal af TNT contamingted soil that will result in a long-
. Treatment S0%ans are
usually preferred as part cf the CERCLA, ahernative analysis
process. Clarify.

13

|

l

| the 500 mg'kg cleanuo level you have proposed. Plegse clarify.

Figures 2-3, 2-4 and 2-3 show the harizontal extant of “impacted
Soils”. Does the use of the term “impacted” imply that these are
soils above the cleanup levels? If so, then | could nat find any soil
samples on Figure 2-5 (petroleum impacted soils) which ware over

b

3. Point of contact for this review is Roger Henderson, P.E., C/Enviranmental Engineering
Section, US Army Comps of Engmeers, Sacramento District, (918) 557-5378 or
chenderzon® spkushoc Army il

QM#»L_

Roger Henderson, P.E.

-16

1-17
| -18

-19

I-20




CESPK-PD-R 24 Cewber 2001

MEMORANDUM FOR CESPK-ED-E (Jonn Esparza)

SUBRJECT: Review comments — Drafi Environmental Impact Repor:, Tourrelor

Remediation/Cleanup Projeci. Benicia, California, September, 200], Prepered by Depanment of

Texic Substences Contral.

1.

t-d

I have raviewed the subject document s requested. The following comments are provided
for your use.

General comments: Although the subject matter covered by the document was generally in-
depth, overall the document failed to address the full scope ofthe project. It is obvious that
the projeci caly begins with the remediation efforss associated with the UNO cleanup.
Instead, the actions described in the documen: indicate that the project site is being prepared
for long-term residential development. Although UXO and HTRW cleanup are addressed in
the pro.ect actions, the resculpling and recontounng of the temain have little to do with UXO
cleanup. The respensibility of UXO cleanup 18 to retarn the terrain to the contours and
grading which existed prior to the underiaking of the cleanup actions. Under the Project
Objectives section of the document (Section 3.1), the text states: “Remediate the areas of
the Project Site that the Benicia General Plan designates for the residential or park use to a
standard suitable to allow unrestricted use of residential lots and the park.™ Also, “In order
te mee? these project objectives, ... sits remediation will consist of several coordinated
activities:” (to include) “Areawide clearance in order 10 ensure clearance of areas ... that are
planned for future residential uge in the North Valley and South Valley and on the Ridge,
and to provide 14 feet-of clean crushed bedrock below final sits grades in Future residential
areas ...". This is reiterated in the Proposed Project section of the Executive Summary.

The movement of soil is evidence of the greater scope of the project. In Table 3-4, On-Site
Earth Moving Activitics, approximately 218,000 cubic yards of soil ave being moved in
relation to the LZXO/HTRW clzanup, while over 1,430,000 cubic yards of soil are being
moved to prepare the site for the long-term development ohjectives. This is over six times
the amount of dirt being moved. [t is clear that thess activitiss represent the greater eforrs
associated with the project, and thus, the true objectives of the project. To that end, the
decument fails to address the impacts associated with the long-term residential development.

Impacts associsted with the project are generally described as either non-existent, short-term
or reduced to less than significant, through mitigation measures. In virtually every scenano
described in the Biological Resources section of the documenl (Section 7), the
environmenial impact has been kept a1 a minimal level because the impacted area is able o
retumn to & state of natural equilibrium after being distarbed through project-related
actvities, In reality, this return to a state of natural equilibrium would never take place due
to the anticipated residential development, or it would be short-lived. In fact, it is highly
wlikely that any habitat. species, or area of enviroamental quality (air quality, water quality,
noise, aesthetics, ...) wall escape the long-term significant impacts as 2 resun of e

-21

-22

-23



residentiz]l development intznded by tng project  Those resources that are not directiy
impacted by the preject astions and subsequent developmen: (loss of habitat, diminished air
quality, et} will be indirectly impacted from the same. Cumulztive impacts have not been
considered or addreszed in the document. The remaining wetland in the South Valley area
will likely never see the return of most displaced species and will inevitably be 1reparably
damaged or destroyed 2s a result of human eacrozchment. The introduction of increasad
numbers of domesticated pets that are allowsd to run free will stress the species thar will not
have already been dnven out of their habitets.

Although the document presents the project as remadiation’cleanup, the preparatien of the
site for residential development is being hidden within the preject. The decument should
either limi: the scope of the project to only UXOVHTRW cleanup and remediation erit
should fully address the known and intendec Juture development of the site and the long-
term and cumulative environmental impacts associated with that developmeni.

Twe sections of the document, Section 20, Growth Indusing Impacis, and Section 21,
Cumulative Impacts, offer the opportunity to fully address these issues. In ecach casze, the
relationship to the residential development aspect of the overall project is acknowledged,
however, it is only in passing and only enough 1o describe how this project will comrect the
situstion (discovery of UXO/HTRW) that prevented the development bzgun undera
previously approved project (Tourtelot Property Residential Development Project).

Tt 15 clear that the document describes two separale construction activities, the latter of which
has oo relatonship to the remediation of the UXO/HTRW cleanup action. It should be
addressed in a separate document that is directly related to the residential development of the
site.

3. Specific comments follow:

Tourzelot EIR. Review

No. | Sectior |Page Comment/Note
1 6.3.2 6-6 Long-term  air impacts should be considered due to the
: development of 416 residences
2 6.3.2 6-7 & | Final sentence suares that “Current data suggest thal concentrations
&-8 of these soil contaminants are not high encugh 1o present a

concern shotld they become aithome.” Data should be referenced
and quantified.

3 7.223 | 7-27 |Text in first paragraph should include “However, the habitat
exhibits a moderate probability of occurrence.”

-23
Cont.

I-24

-25

I-26

-27

I-28
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4 7333 7-28 | Text in third paragraph (Califermia Newt) should include: |
“However, presence has been confirmed Regarding occurrence | | /-30
and habital.

5 7223 |7-2% |[Northern Harrier. Add “therefore probability for oceurmrence 1s
high"™ 1o last semtence

£ 7223 7-31 Loggerhead Shrike. Add to end of second paragraph: "“Presence
! has been confirmed based on cccurrence and habitat ™

1-31

-32

4. If you have any questions please contact me by phone at (916) 557-6719 or by e-mail at
[jsuzzof@spk.usace.army.mil].

TOHN SUAZO

Envirommental Analysis Section
Epvironmental Resources Branch
Plaoning Division

Tourtelst EIR. Review



